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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Status 

1 . Claims 1 and 3-7 are currently pending, while claims 2 and 8 were canceled by 
the Applicant in the response dated May 26, 2009. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3 . Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 1 and 3-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mahbub 
in view of Okada. 

With respect to claim 1 , Mahbub discloses an occupant senor having the following 
claimed subject matter: the claimed passenger occupancy sensing device met by the occupant 
sensor (see Abstract); the claimed seat belt buckling status sensing device met by the image 
analysis system which may be used to sense a buckling status of a seat belt (Column 8, Lines 49- 
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51); the claimed optical imaging system met by the imaging system (see Abstract) and the 
claimed image evaluation unit met by the image processor (Column 15, Lines 5-7). However, 
Mahbub does not specially disclose the claimed warning signal and evaluating the image with 
contours and/or edges. 

Although not explicitly stated by Mahbub that the analysis is done on the basis of 
contours and/or edges contained in said image, Mahbub does disclose the use of surface 
characteristics to find the seatbelt's elongated and curved shape (Column 8, Lines 49-51 and 
Column 13, Lines 17-33). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made that in order to determine the elongated and curved shape of the 
seatbeh, a system must conform to the requirements of locating and analyzing the contours 
and/or edges of the seatbelt. 

As shown in Mahbub, the purpose of the reference is to ascertain the usage of the seatbelt 
so to ensure passenger safety. Thus, it would be advantageous to have the well known feature of 
a warning to notify the driver/passenger about the usage of the seatbelt as demonstrated in 
Okada. 

Okada teaches a system for detecting seat occupancy and seat belt fastening, then adds a 
device for outputting a warning signal (see Abstract). 

Therefore, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add the warning device of Okada to the invention of Mahbub because it is 
not a safe driving condition for a driver or passenger to be in a vehicle without a seatbelt and 
alerting the driver or passengers to this condition is an effective and efficient way to quickly 
change an unsafe condition into a much more safe one. 
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Regarding claim 3, Mahbub and Okada render obvious the seat-belt warning device as 
claimed in claim 1 and Mahbub further discloses that the claimed imaging system comprising a 
CMOS camera and/or a CCD camera as met by the CCD or CMOS camera of the image system 
(Column 3, Lines 59-63). 

As to claim 4, Mahbub and Okada make obvious the seat-belt warning device as claimed 
in claim 1 . Mahbub does not expUcitly disclose a belt lock sensor. 

However, as the applicant recognizes on Page 1, Lines 24-30 of the pending application, 
Okada teaches that the device for sensing a buckling status of a seat belt comprises a belt lock 
sensor (Column 2, Lines 53-57). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use the lock sensor of Okada with the occupant sensor of 
Mahbub because the image analysis system will operate more efficiently and error free if it only 
looks for a seatbelt if it senses one is locked in place. 

Concerning claim 5, Mahbub and Okada et al. render obvious the seat-belt warning 
device as claimed in claim 1 and Mahbub discloses the claimed device for sensing a buckling 
status of a seat belt is formed by the optical imaging system as seen in claim 1 . 

With respect to claim 6, Mahbub and Okada make obvious the seat-belt waming device 
as claimed in claim 5. Although Mahbub does not expHcitly disclose markings on the seatbelt, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was that the 
seat belt must have one or more markings which are detectable by the optical system in order for 
the surface characteristics to be separately detectable from the person or a design on the clothing 
of a person in order to increase the efficiency and accuracy of such a system. 

As to claim 7, Mahbub and Okada make obvious the seat-belt waming device as claimed 
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in claim 1 and Mahbub further shows that the claimed optical imaging system comprises a 
lighting device for illuminating the space which is to be monitored (Column 3, Lines 16-24 
disclose the use of additional lighting for the image system. Column 3, Lines 55-63 teach a light 
pattern generator which both supplies additional lighting and can be used to put markings on the 
object for analysis purposes). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed May 26, 2009 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. The Applicant refers to columns 5-14 for the "extensively described" analysis 
method of Mahbub on page 7 of the Applicant's response. With respect to these columns, 
Mahbub discloses the use of both 3-D (starts on column 9) and 2-D (starts on column 10) 
analysis of the images. The Applicant argues that the device of Mahbub requires modification in 
order to evaluate the images based on edges and/or contours on page 7, however, one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have recognized that a contour, by 
definition, is an outline of a figure and inherently is two dimensional. Thus, the Examiner 
maintains that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use contours 
and/or edges in light of the surface characteristics of Mahbub as seen above. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. AppUcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
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MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Contact Information 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ryan W. Sherwin whose telephone number is (571) 270-7269. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. through 6:00 p.m., 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu can be reached on (571) 272-2964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
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like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/R. W. S./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



/Daniel Wu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



